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Background: Quality in nursing documentation facilitates continuity of care and patient safety. Lack of
communication between healthcare providers is associated with errors and adverse events. Shortcomings are
identified in nursing documentation in several clinical specialties, but very little is known about the quality of how
nurses document in the field of psychiatry. Therefore, the aim of this study was to assess the quality of the written
nursing documentation in a psychiatric hospital.
Method: A cross-sectional, retrospective patient record review was conducted using the N-Catch audit instrument.
In 2011 the nursing documentation from 21 persons admitted to a psychiatric department from September to
December 2010 was assessed. The N-Catch instrument was used to audit the record structure, admission notes,
nursing care plans, progress and outcome reports, discharge notes and information about the patients’ personal
details. The items of N-Catch were scored for quantity and/or quality (0–3 points).
Results: The item ‘quantity of progress and evaluation notes’ had the lowest score: in 86% of the records progress
and outcome were evaluated only sporadically. The items ‘the patients’ personal details’ and ‘quantity of record
structure’ had the highest scores: respectively 100% and 71% of the records achieved the highest score of these
items.
Conclusions: Deficiencies in nursing documentation identified in other clinical specialties also apply to the clinical
field of psychiatry. The quality of electronic written nursing documentation in psychiatric nursing needs
improvements to ensure continuity and patient safety. This study shows the importance of the existence of a
validated tool, readily available to assess local levels of nursing documentation quality.
Keywords: Clinical audit, Evidence-based nursing, Nursing documentation, Nursing process, Psychiatric nursingBackground
High quality nursing documentation aims to promote
structured, consistent and effective communication be-
tween caregivers, and facilitate continuity and patient
safety [1-4]. This links nursing documentation directly
to the internationally recognized quality and patient safety
aspects of health care [5]. Inadequate communication be-
tween caregivers is associated with discontinuity of care, a
factor that contributes to errors [6-8]. The consequences
of discontinuity of care are linked to increased cost and
length of hospital stay, readmissions, poorer patient satis-
faction, adverse events, delays in treatment and diagnosis,
inappropriate treatment and omission of care [9,10].* Correspondence: mhinstefjord@gmail.com
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unless otherwise stated.Systematic reviews covering several clinical specialties
such as postoperative care, wound care, orthopedic care,
pain management and nursing homes, have shown de-
ficiencies in the quality of nursing documentation.
Saranto & Kinnunen [1] found that the recorded patient
data were partly inaccurate, inadequate and lacked im-
portant details of the nursing process. Müller-Staub et al.
[11] reported shortcomings in the nursing diagnostic
process where documentation of signs, symptoms and eti-
ology was found to be insufficient. Wang et al. [4] found
incoherence in documentation of the nursing process, in-
dicating that nursing care was not sufficiently documented
in the records, and that written communication con-
cerning the patient between caregivers was inadequate.
In a qualitative metasynthesis, Kärkkäinen et al. [12]
found that the amount of documentation assigned toal Ltd. This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
ommons.org/licenses/by/2.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
iginal work is properly credited. The Creative Commons Public Domain
g/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article,
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these reviews of the literature generally find shortcomings
in the nursing care plans, and little evidence of patient in-
volvement in defining diagnoses and goals. Although there
is no reason to believe that the quality of nursing docu-
mentation is better in the clinical field of psychiatry, this
appears to lack focus in the literature.
As such, the aim of this study was to assess the quality
of electronic written nursing documentation in psychi-
atric patient records against research recommendations
for best practice.
Methods
Clinical audit was used as a stepwise quality improve-
ment process through a systematic review of care against
explicit criteria [13]. To review the nursing documenta-
tion, a cross-sectional, retrospective patient record review
was conducted using the N-Catch audit instrument [14].
Setting
Psychiatric care in Norway is organized at hospital and
community level. At hospital level, different departments
treat patients according to severity of symptoms. The
patients are transferred from acute inpatient departments
to sub-acute departments as their condition improves.
This study took place in a sub-acute psychiatric hospital
department. The department had 16 beds in two wards,
and accepts patients aged 18 years or older with mental
health problems such as psychosis, depressions and
anxiety disorders. The average length of stay at the
department in 2010 was 27 days.
All nurses (n = 13) in the study setting had completed
a one-day course in nursing documentation in electronic
patient records. Most of them (85%) had a degree in
psychiatric nursing, and at least 10 years of relevant
experience.
The nursing section of the electronic patient record is
structured using the VIPS model, a validated model de-
signed to structure nursing documentation systematically
according to the nursing process [15]. VIPS is an acronym
for the Swedish terms for well-being, integrity, prevention
and safety. These terms are seen as major goals for
nursing care [16].
Sample
In most audits, a time interval of one to three months is
sufficient [17]. A three month time interval was chosen
to assess electronic written nursing documentation (1st
September – 1st December 2010). The interval was
chosen as it represents a stable period of regular clinical
activity, with no public holidays interfering with activities.
Statistical power calculations showed that 20 patient re-
cords were needed to estimate the proportion that com-
plied with the defined criteria, with a desired level ofconfidence of 95% and precision (margin of error) of 5%
(http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html). We included
the records of all patients admitted in this period (n = 21).
If a patient was admitted several times, all admissions
were included.
Audit instrument
The N-catch audit instrument was used in this study.
This is a Norwegian version of the D-Catch instrument,
a valid and reliable measurement instrument developed
in the Netherlands to assess nursing documentation in
general hospital settings [18]. The N-Catch is culturally
adapted from the D-Catch, and translated with a forward
and backward translation according to scientific criteria
[14,19]. N-Catch is designed to assess electronic written
nursing documentation [14].
The N-Catch consists of eight items, and covers quan-
tity and/or quality of the stages of the nursing process
(Table 1): Assessment, nursing care plan with nursing
diagnoses, outcomes and interventions, and evaluation
in progress- and discharge notes. The different stages are
scored on a scale from 0 – 3 points, where 3 points repre-
sent the highest score. The patients’ personal details are
scored on a scale from 0–2 points.
We used requirements from Norwegian legislation to
set the standard for degree of compliance with criteria.
Accordingly, 100% of the nursing records should comply
with the criteria for 3 (2) points [20]. All items of the
N-Catch, except one, were scored. The excluded item
relates to legibility of the entries and is not applicable
to electronic records. Two of the items were adapted
to the local setting: The first was the patients’ personal
details. This item is not specific neither in the original
D-catch instrument, nor the N-Catch instrument, but
is a legal requirement in Norway (name, address, tele-
phone number, date of birth, next of kin, marital state,
occupation and general practitioner) [20]. The other
item adapted concerned the nursing diagnoses. This
was adapted to fit the local electronic documentation
system (DocuLive), which requires that nursing diagnoses
should hold information about symptoms, consequences
and the patients’ resources. The modification was done to
meet this requirement.
An inter-rater reliability test, using Cohen’s weighted
kappa (κw), was calculated on the initial, independent
scores of the entire sample. The results from the inter-
rater reliability test varied from very good to fair (Table 2).
Data collection
Retrieval of the nursing documentation from the elec-
tronic patient record was done by the department secre-
tary, who copied it, scored the patients’ personal details
and then removed personal identifying information before
handing it over to the reviewers.
Table 1 The criteria and standards of the items of N-Catch, the evidence base and sources of data collection
Criteria and standard (N-Catch) Evidence base Data source
The nursing
process
The nursing record should contain: Wang, Hailey & Yu [4], Saranto & Kinnunen [1],
The Norwegian Board of Health [20]
Nursing
documentation in
the nursing record• Assessment on admission
• The patient’s personal details
• Nursing care plan
• Progress and evaluation notes
Standard: 100% of the nursing records should fulfill
these criteria
The patient’s personal details should include name,
address, date of birth, telephone number, marital
status, next of kin, occupation, general practitioner
The Norwegian Board of Health [20] The personal
details file in the
patient record
Standard: 100% of the patient records should
contain these elements
Assessment The assessment on admission: Wang, Hailey & Yu [4], Müller-Staub et al. [11],
The Norwegian Board of Health [20]
The admission
note in the
nursing record• Quantity: The patient’s health history, the reason
for admission and the patient’s health status
should be completely documented
• Quality: The language should be correct and
concise, and all relevant information should be
included




The nursing care plan: Wang, Hailey & Yu [4], Jefferies, Johnson & Griffiths [3],
Suhonen, Välimäki & Leino-Kilpi [22], Ehnfors,
Ehrenberg & Thorell-Ekstrand [16], The Norwegian
Board of Health [20]
The nursing care
plan in the
nursing record• Quantity: The nursing care plan should be updated
and individualized, and contain nursing diagnoses,
nursing outcomes and nursing interventions.
• Nursing diagnoses: Should contain information
about the symptoms, consequences and the
patients’ resources
• Nursing outcomes: Should be measurable and
realistic and describe a desired situation for the
patient in the future
• Nursing interventions: Should be specific and
linked to nursing diagnoses and nursing outcomes
Standard: 100% of the nursing care plans should
fulfill these criteria
Evaluation Evaluation - progress notes: Wang, Hailey & Yu [4], Jefferies, Johnson & Griffiths [3],
Saranto & Kinnunen [1], Ehnfors, Ehrenberg &





• Quantity: Progress reports should be written after
each shift
• Quality: Progress reports should assess the patients’
health status according to nursing outcomes. The
language should be correct and concise
Standard: 100% of the progress reports should
fulfill these criteria
Evaluation Evaluation - discharge notes: Wang, Hailey & Yu [4], Saranto & Kinnunen [1],
The Norwegian Board of Health [20]
Discharge notes
in the nursing
record• Should contain relevant information important to
understand the patients’ health status on discharge.
• Should contain evaluation of results.
• The language should be correct and concise.
Standard: 100% of the discharge notes should
fulfill these criteria
The first column adds how the nursing process relates.
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Table 2 Cohen’s weighted kappa (κw) inter-rater
reliability of the N-Catch instrument
Elements of N-Catch Weighted kappa (κw)
Which elements of the nursing record
are present?
1.00
Admission note – quantity 0.39
Admission note – quality 0.42
Nursing care plan – quantity 0.60
Nursing diagnoses – quality 0.59
Nursing outcomes – quality 0.69
Nursing interventions – quality 0.23
Progress and evaluation notes – quantity 0.67
Progress and evaluation notes – quality 0.29
Discharge note – quality 0.47
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dependently assessed the patient records against the cri-
teria in the N-Catch. Prior to the assessment, the two
reviewers studied the instrument and reached a common
understanding of the items. Subsequent to the data collec-
tion, scores were compared and discussed until consensus
was reached.
Data analysis
For statistical analysis the Microsoft Office Excel 2007
and Vassar Stats online statistics software were used.
Frequencies, percentage scores and means with confi-
dence intervals for all the items in the N-Catch instru-
ment were calculated.
Ethical considerations
The local Data Protection Official for Research at Ålesund
Hospital, The Møre and Romsdal Health Trust, reviewedTable 3 The N-Catch scores of accuracy of documentation in t
Element of the N-Catch Scale Score, m
(95% CQuantity Quality
Record structure 0 – 3 2.7 (2.54 –
The patient’s personal details 0 – 2 2.0
Admission note 0 – 3 0.9 (0.45 –
Admission note 0 - 3 1.3 (0.86 –
Nursing care plan 0 – 3 1.7 (0.78 –
Nursing diagnoses 0 - 3 1.5 (1.01 –
Nursing outcomes 0 - 3 0.8 (0.29 –
Nursing interventions 0 - 3 1.2 (0.86 –
Progress report 0 – 3 0.2 (−0.02 –
Progress report 0 - 3 1.4 (1.11 –
Discharge note 0 - 3 1.7 (1.24 –
11/21 records had no admission note. The N-Catch had no scoring options for this e
23/21 records had no discharge note. The N-Catch had no scoring options for this ethe study and granted approval. The study was exempted
from patient consent as only anonymous data was
used. Prior to the investigation, the nurses at the study
department were informed about the study methods
and aims.
Results
A total of 21 patient records from two psychiatric wards
were examined according to the criteria in the N-Catch
instrument (Table 3).
The highest accuracy scores were found in the docu-
mentation of personal details, with 100% of the records
in accordance with criteria (mean score 2.0). Documen-
tation of all the stages of the nursing process was found
in 71% of the records, and in the remaining 29% all
stages but one were documented. The mean score for
this item was 2.7 points (CI 2.54 – 2.89).
To achieve the highest score for quantity of the admis-
sion report, it needed to include reason for admission,
mental health history and patient health status on ad-
mission. Ten per cent of the admission reports reached
full score and 50% of the reports held only one of these
three parts. The mean score for this item was 0.9 points
(CI 0.45 – 1.35).
Deficiencies were found in the nursing care plan as
well. Merely 19% of the nursing diagnoses were correctly
formulated, with symptoms, consequences and patients’
resources. Overall, this item had a mean score of 1.5
points (CI 1.01 – 1.95). Descriptions of outcomes were
missing or inadequate according to criteria in 62% of the
nursing care plans. This item had a mean score of 0.8
(CI 0.29 – 1.23). Only 5% of the nursing interventions
were formulated in a way that specified the content and
frequency of the intervention. The mean score was 1.2











2.89) 21 15 (71) 6 (29) 0 0
21 0 21(100) 0 0
1.35) 201 2 (10) 4 (20) 4 (20) 10 (50)
1.64) 201 1 (5) 8 (40) 6 (30) 5(25)
2.14) 21 6 (28,5) 6 (28,5) 5 (24) 4 (19)
1.95) 21 4 (19) 3 (38) 3 (14) 6 (29)
1.23) 21 3 (14) 2 (10) 3 (14) 13 (62)
1.52) 21 5 (14) 6 (28) 10 (48) 4 (19)
0.42) 21 0 1 (5) 2 (9) 18 (86)
1.66) 21 0 10 (48) 9 (43) 2 (9)
2.10) 182 3 (16,7) 8 (50) 3 (16,5) 3(16,7)
ventuality.
ventuality.
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the quantity of progress evaluation. No records achieved
full score with progress reports after each shift, and
86% scored 0 points, implying that progress reports were
written only sporadically. The mean score was 0.2 points
for progress evaluation (CI −0.02 – 0.42).
Merely 17% of the discharge notes contained relevant
information necessary to understand the patients’ health
status and achieved outcomes at discharge or transfer,
and three records lacked a discharge note. In 50% of the
records, the discharge note provided relevant, but defi-
cient information to the next care level. This item had a
mean score of 1.7 (CI 1.24 – 2.10).
Discussion
The findings from this audit suggest that electronic
written nursing records only partly are in accordance
with research recommendations for best practice, and
that shortcomings of nursing documentation found in
other clinical specialties apply to mental health nursing,
as well. We assessed the quality and the quantity of
electronic written nursing documentation, according to
the N-catch audit instrument. We found that the rec-
ommended stages are generally present, with 71% of the
records meeting the standard. The quality of the con-
tent, however, rates poorly. Only the criterion concern-
ing the documentation of the patients’ personal details
met the standard for the audit. Admission reports were
only complete in 10% of the patient journals. In the
nursing care plans diagnoses were formulated correctly
in 19%, interventions in 5% and outcomes in 14% of the
cases. Progress notes scored similarly low, with no re-
cords achieving full score. More specifically, 86% of the
records scored zero, implying only sporadic documenta-
tion of this stage. Discharge notes were present in 86%
of the records, but 40% of the discharge notes provided
inadequate information to the next care level.
Several studies have found inadequate nursing docu-
mentation of admission reports [4,21]. Serious deficien-
cies in the admission reports have been found to cause
shortcomings in the subsequent stages of the nursing
documentation, emphasizing its importance throughout
the continuum of documentation [21]. We found that
only 10 % of the records were in line with the criteria,
which perhaps is the most serious flaw in the audit.
The nursing care plan should accurately reflect the
patients’ individual needs, and include diagnoses, inter-
ventions and outcomes. Individualized care has previ-
ously been shown to have positive effects on the quality
of care by promoting wellness and health functioning in
populations and by maintaining functional abilities and
autonomy [22]. Nursing diagnoses should include symp-
toms, consequences and patient resources, according to
the recommendations [11,20]. On the contrary, severalstudies have shown that nursing diagnoses often are
limited to diagnostic labels [4,11,23]. This is the case
for our investigation as well, where only one in five re-
cords fulfilled the criteria, which is insufficient to cap-
ture the patients’ needs in this hospital ward. Nursing
interventions were only specific in content and fre-
quency in 5% of the records we assessed. Such inad-
equate descriptions have been found in other studies
too [24,25], indicating that nursing-specific interven-
tions are not emphasized in the documentation. This
may in turn create misunderstandings, discontinuity of
care and as such compromise patient safety. A description
of outcomes lacked in 62% of the records investigated,
which is similar to what Stokke & Kalfoss [26] found.
Without defined outcomes, nursing is fragmented, coinci-
dental, non-individualized and ineffective.
The content of the nursing documentation should be
continually revised [3,20]. Progress notes should evaluate
the items in the nursing care plan to capture changes in
the patients’ condition and ensure continuity of care
[1,16,20,25]. In our assessment, progress notes were
written sporadically in the majority of the nursing re-
cords. Previous studies have shown inconsistent results
regarding the progress notes. Some studies have found
excessive use of progress notes with little essence, ob-
scuring vital information about the patient [26,27], while
others have found results similar to our study with a
scarcity of progress notes [25]. Nurses operate on a line
of continuum here: On the one hand, nurses should
document information that is essential to the patient
cared for. But the commonly acknowledged idea that “if
it is not documented, it is not done” obviously has a
strong stand among nurses and may result in too de-
tailed documentation with huge amounts of progress
notes [28]. Linking progress notes to a structured nurs-
ing care plan can contribute to focused and effective
communication between health professionals [11].
The discharge note should provide essential information
about the patient to the next care level, and thus ensure
continuity [20]. Previous research have found that dis-
charge notes often are limited and deficient, causing com-
munication problems between primary and secondary
care settings [29]. Further, McKenna et al. [30] found that
a majority of district nurses were dissatisfied with the
content in the discharge notes from the hospitals. In
our investigation, some of the best results were found in
the discharge note. Only 16% obtained a full score, but
50% scored 2 points, indicating that nurses are aware of
the importance of providing quality information about
the patient to the next care level. However, 14% of the
records lacked a discharge note, and in 33% of the dis-
charge notes the information provided was inaccurate and
inadequate. Inadequate information to the next level of
care may compromise continuity and patient safety.
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areas of the nursing records, some of these seem easier
to improve than others. For instance, only 16% of the re-
cords obtained a full score in the discharge note, but half
of the records scored 2 points for this item, and with lit-
tle effort this could be improved. The same opportunity
applies to the quality of the admission note and the
quality of the progress notes.
The assessment was conducted on electronic written
nursing documentation. This may have influenced the
findings. We found that the description of nursing diag-
noses, interventions and outcomes in the nursing care
plans were inadequate. Previous research has found that
the nursing care plans in electronic nursing records tend
to be longer and less specific than those in manual records
[4]. We also found that progress notes were written only
sporadically. Rykkje et al. [31] found that nurses docu-
mented less after the introduction of electronic patient
records. Since all documentation in the patient health
record in Norway is electronic and we thus had no com-
parison, it is not possible to be certain that these findings
are related to the nursing records being electronic.
Limitations
The sample size in this study was small but adequate, as
a time interval of one to three months is sufficient in
most audits [17]. Further, measures were made to ensure
a representative sample by choosing an interval which
appeared the most stable period of regular activity in the
department.
The Norwegian version of the audit instrument is not
fully validated. Still, the psychometric properties of the
Dutch version are established [18], and the translation of
the instrument is undertaken according to scientific
criteria [14,19].
A full audit cycle involves the implementation of im-
provement measures and a re-audit [32]. The imple-
mentation of improvement measures is not included in
this study; however, the study is useful in the sense that
it clearly reveals which areas of the documentation are
in need of improvement.
The results from the inter-rater reliability test varied
from fair to very good (κw 0.23 – 1.00). The differences
in agreement may imply that the description for the
scoring of the items is too vague and subject to inter-
pretation. Reliability and validity of the N-Catch instru-
ment should be tested more extensively before applied
broader.
Conclusion
In a psychiatric hospital department, we found that nurses
only to a limited degree document patient care according
to recommendations and legal requirements. This implies
that deficiencies in nursing documentation identified inother clinical specialties also apply to the clinical field
of psychiatry. This study shows the importance of the
existence of a validated tool, readily available to assess
local levels of nursing documentation quality. The N-
Catch instrument was found useful in identifying areas
where quality improvement is required in psychiatric
nursing documentation.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Authors’ contributions
MHI, KAA & BG are responsible for the study conception and design. MHI
performed the data collection and the data analysis, and drafted the
manuscript. KAA and BG made critical revisions to the paper. BE provided
statistical expertise. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgements
The authors wish to thank Ingunn Sorthe and Anette Flaten Molvær for
assisting the data collection and Richard S. Adoo for revising the English
language in the article. This research received no specific grant from any
funding agency.
Funding
This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in the
public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.
Author details
1Helse More og Romsdal Health Trust, Ålesund, Norway. 2Centre for
Evidence-Based Practice, Bergen University College, Bergen, Norway.
Received: 21 November 2013 Accepted: 3 October 2014
Published: 17 October 2014
References
1. Saranto K, Kinnunen UM: Evaluating nursing documentation – research
designs and methods: systematic review. J Adv Nurs 2009, 3:464–476.
2. Urquhart C, Curell R, Grant MJ, Hardiker NR: Nursing Record Systems:
effects on nursing practice and healthcare outcomes. Cochrane Database
Syst Rev 2009, Issue I Art.No.: CD002099. doi:10.1002/14651858. CD002099.
pub2.
3. Jefferies D, Johnson M, Griffiths R: A meta-study of the essentials of quality
nursing documentation. Int J Nurs Pract 2010, 16:112–124.
4. Wang N, Hailey D, Yu P: Quality of nursing documentation and
approaches to its evaluation: a mixed-methods systematic review. J Adv
Nurs 2011, 9:1858–1875.
5. World Health Organization. [http://whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2011/
9789241501958_eng.pdf]
6. Joint Commission Center for Transforming Healthcare. [http://www.
centerfortransforminghealthcare.org/assets/4/6/CTH_HOC_Fact_Sheet.pdf]
7. Petersen LA, Brennan TA, O’Neil AC, Cook EF, Lee TH: Does housestaff
discontinuity of care increase the risk for preventable adverse events?
Ann Intern Med 1994, 11:866–872.
8. Carlton Moore MD, Juan Wisnivesky MD, Stephen Williams MD, Thomas
McGinn MD: Medical Errors Related to Discontinuity of Care from an
Inpatient to an Outpatient Setting. J Gen Intern Med 2003, 8:646–651.
9. Riesenberg LA, Leitzsch J, Massucci JL, Jaeger JH, Rosenfeld JC, Patow C,
Padmore JS, Karpovich KP: Residents’ and Attending Physicians’ Handoffs:
A Systematic Review of the Literature. Acad Med 2009, 12:1775–1787.
10. Joint Commission. [http://www.jointcommission.org/sentinel_event_alert_
issue_26_delays_in_treatment/]
11. Müller-Staub M, Lavin M, Needham I, Van Achtenberg T: Nursing
diagnoses, interventions and outcomes – application and impact on
nursing practice: systematic review. J Adv Nurs 2006, 5:514–531.
12. Kärkkainen O, Bondas T, Eriksson K: Documentation of individualized
patient care: a qualitative metasynthesis. Nurs Ethics 2005, 2:123–132.
13. Burgess R: Introduction: Foundations, traditions and new directions – the
future of clinical audit in a new decade. In NEW Principles of Best Practice
Instefjord et al. BMC Nursing 2014, 13:32 Page 7 of 7
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6955/13/32in Clinical Audit. 2nd edition. Edited by Burgess R. Oxford: Radcliffe
Publishing Ltd; 2011:6.
14. Haugan B, Oppheim A, Tettum B, Woldstad K, Mikkelsen J, Rotegård AK:
N-Catch – Instrument for gransking av dokumentasjon i sykepleie i elektronisk
pasientjournal [N-Catch – Instrument for assessing nursing documentation in
the electronic patient records]. Oslo University Hospital; 2010.
15. Ehrenberg A, Ehnfors M, Thorell-Ekstrand I: The VIPS model – implementation
and validity in different areas of nursing care. Stud Health Tech Informat 1997,
46:408–410.
16. Ehnfors M, Ehrenberg A, Thorell-Ekstrand I: VIPS-boken [The VIPS book].
Vårdforbundet: Stockholm; 2000.
17. Copeland G: A Practical Handbook for Clinical Audit, NHS Clinical Governance
Support Team. 2005.
18. Paans W, Sermeus W, Roos MBN, van der Schans CP: D-Catch instrument:
development and psychometric testing of a measurement instrument
for nursing documentation in hospitals. J Adv Nurs 2010, 6:1388–1400.
19. Polit DF, Beck CT: Developing and Testing Self-Report Scales. In Nursing
Research – Generating and Assessing Evidence for Nursing Practice. 8th
edition. Edited by Polit DF, Beck CT. Philadelphia: Lippincott Williams &
Wilkins; 2008:97–498.
20. The Norwegian Board of Health: Forskrift om pasientjournal [Regulations
for the patient record]. Lovdata [http://www.lovdata.no/forskrift/2000-12-
21-1385]
21. Kärkkäinen O, Eriksson K: Evaluation of patient records as part of
developing a nursing care classification. J Clin Nurs 2003, 12:198–205.
22. Suhonen R, Välimäki M, Leino-Kilpi H: ‘Individualised care’ from patients’,
nurses’ and relatives’ perspective – a review of the literature. Int J Nurs
Stud 2002, 6:645–654.
23. Darmer MR, Ankersen L, Nielsen BG, Landberger G, Lippert E, Egerod I:
Nursing documentation audit – the effects of a VIPS implementation
programme in Denmark. J Clin Nurs 2006, 15:525–534.
24. Paans W, Sermeus W, Nieweg RMB, van der Schans CP: Prevalence of
accurate nursing documentation in patient records. J Adv Nurs 2010,
11:2481–2489.
25. Voutilainen P, Isola A, Muurinen S: Nursing documentation in nursing
homes. state-of-the-art and implications for quality improvement. Scand
J Caring Sci 2004, 1:72–81.
26. Stokke TA, Kalfoss MH: Structure and Content in Norwegian Care
Documentation. Scand J Caring Sci 1999, 1:18–25.
27. Törnvall E, Wilhelmsson S: Nursing documentation for communicating
and evaluating care. J Clin Nurs 2008, 16:2116–2124.
28. Marinis M, Piredda M, Pascarella M, Vincenzi B, Spiga F, Tartaglini D, Alvaro
R, Matarese M: ‘If it is not recorded, it has not been done!?’ consistency
between nursing records and observed nursing care in an Italian
hospital. J Clin Nurs 2010, 19:1544–1552.
29. Thompson KA, Coates VE, McConnell CJ, Moles K: Documenting diabetes
care: the diabetes nurse specialists’ perspective. J Clin Nurs 2002,
11:763–772.
30. McKenna H, Keeney S, Glenn A, Gordon P: Discharge planning: an
exploratory study. J Clin Nurs 2000, 9:594–601.
31. Rykkje L, Brattestad A, Hansen S: Mindre sykepleiedokumentasjon etter
innføring av EPJ og VIPS [Less nursing documentation after
implementation of EPR and VIPS]. Sykepleien 2007, 15:69–71.
32. Ashmore S, Ruthven T, Hazelwood L: Stage 4: Sustaining Improvement.
In NEW Principles of Best Practice in Clinical Audit. 2nd edition. Oxford:
Radcliffe Publishing Ltd; 2011:95.
doi:10.1186/1472-6955-13-32
Cite this article as: Instefjord et al.: Assessment of quality in psychiatric
nursing documentation – a clinical audit. BMC Nursing 2014 13:32.Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
